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DEFINITIONS OF VALUE AND THE MORAL IDEAL 


I 


ONTEMPORARY studies in ethics and value theory have been 
preoccupied with two important and related problems: (a) 
the analysis of conventional ‘‘meanings’’ or. ‘‘uses’’ of ethical terms 
and the functions of ethical judgments in everyday discourse, and 
(b) the formulation of consistent and adequate grammars of ethics 
and value. Yet, despite this continual preoccupation of sensitive 
and thoughtful minds, there remains a great confusion and diver- 
gence of opinion as to the meanings of ethical terms and as to the 
status and significance of ethical judgments. Some of this dis- 
agreement is, of course, to be expected. Ethical systems and analy- 
ses of ethical terms and judgments depend, in large part at least, 
upon presuppositions which go beyond ethics itself and which can 
be settled, if at all, only by an assessment of basic categories and 
methods of understanding. Concerning the latter there is, and 
doubtless will continue to be, room for alternative hypotheses. It 
would be idle, therefore, to expect complete agreement on ethical 
questions from Platonists, Kantians, and Humeans. Yet a great 
deal of the disagreement stems not from such preéthical antago- 
nisms, but rather from confusions, equivocations, and failures of 
analysis within a framework of assumptions upon which there is 
already broad agreement. 

In the present paper my aim is to uncover some of these confu- 
sions in the hope of arriving at a basic minimal meaning with re- 
gard to the generic value-idea upon which general agreement can 
be reached. In particular I shall indicate (a) certain traditional 
prejudices or misconceptions which have prevented or concealed 
a recognition of common assumptions, and (b) certain inconsisten- 
cies between the dominant types of ethical theory and the perennial 
moral ideals of justice and good-will to which all systems give at 
least verbal allegiance. My view is that a criticism of these ethical 
systems in the light of the implications of such basic ideals leads 
to a conception of value which is implicit in all of them. 
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II 


The great strength of most classical systems of ethics? lies in 
their implicit, though not always clearly stated, understanding 
that moral ideals and the concepts of ‘‘good’’ and ‘‘right’’ which 
underlie them must, if they are to have any logical relevance to 
the enterprise of human living, refer directly or indirectly to 
human ends. Apart from some reference to man’s wants, aspira- 
tions, and capacities, judgments of value or obligation, if not posi- 
tively meaningless, are nevertheless humanly inconsequential. Con- 
ceived as a simple unanalyzable quality, as the will of God, as the 
realization of form or structure, or, to bring the list up to date, 
as ‘‘situation,’’ the ‘‘good’’ has a value for man only when seen 
as the object of some human hope, purpose, or satisfaction. There 
may be ‘‘goods’’ which have nothing to do with man’s ends; but, 
if so, they must pay the price of their indifference. By their very 
aloofness they abandon any claim upon man’s conduct or moral 
concern. 

The inadequacy of most ‘‘intuitionistic’’ theories of value is 
attributable precisely to this fact, and it shows itself most clearly 
in their analyses of obligation. The failures of the ‘‘classical’’ 
systems are of a different type. Broadly speaking, they are of two 
sorts: (a) a mistaken identification of ‘the ‘‘aiming’’ or purposive 
process with something else which, though correlative with or com- 
mon to it, is not the process itself, or (b) an undue limitation, 
usually due to faulty analysis, of the ends or interests of human 
life. Most often, I think, such errors are of the second type. 
They reveal themselves, as a rule, in their discrepancy with the 
ethical ideals to which western man has freely and intuitively given 
his assent. Egoism, hedonism, self-realizationism, estheticism, even 
some forms of the interest theory, are, I believe, at least partially 
inconsistent both with actual moral behavior and with the principles 
of justice and good-will in accordance with which, as most of us 
believe, human beings ought to behave. Gratitude is due those 
non-naturalists who have emphasized the inadequacies and para- 
doxes to which such theories lead. In one way or another, all of 
them distort or preclude bona fide obligations, aspirations, or needs 
which civilized human beings have in practice always been ready 
to acknowledge. 

The criticisms of the above-mentioned types of ethical theory 
which have been made by Sidgwick, Moore, Broad, Stevenson, and 
others have often been legitimate and timely as criticisms of par- 


1 Here I have in mind, not merely the Greeks, but aiso such writers as 
Hobbes, Spinoza, Butler, Hume, Bentham, Mill, and James. All of these 
writers may, not unjustly, be regarded as ‘‘eudemonistic.’’ 
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ticular species of a common genus. Nevertheless, they have not, 
in my opinion, shaken or even touched the fundamental concep- 
tions as to the locus of value or the function of morality which 
underlie all types of ethics and value theory which refer the con- 
cept of ‘‘good,’’ in the last analysis, to the affective nature of man. 
Errors in psychological analysis or hasty generalizations from 
casual observation are, after all, errors concerning matters of fact. 
They do not impugn the basic procedures or foundational concep- 
tions as to the meaning of ethical discourse or the aim of moral 
action which, as I believe, are presupposed by every variety of 
ethical eudemonism. Thus, for example, the failures of hedonism 
or egoism, important as they are, are to be corrected, not by aban- 
doning the whole enterprise of ethical naturalism, but, rather, by 
a more rigorous and extensive scrutiny of human nature and a 
more careful analysis of the moral principles by which we seek to 
live. To identify the failure of eudemonism generally with the 
failure of hedonism would be analogous to an identification of the 
failure of naturalism itself with that of mechanism. In both cases 
the genus has been confused with one of its species. 

In the hope, therefore, of disclosing a more fundamental and 
comprehensive conception of value than has hitherto been achieved, 
one which is common to all types of ethical naturalism, I wish to 
consider in some detail several main types of error or misconcep- 
tion which have lead to the present failure of agreement. 


III 


Perhaps the most pervasive error, one which is commonly made 
by naturalists and non-naturalists alike, arises from a misconcep- 
tion or over-emphasis of the rédle of cognition in human conduct. 
Even when this function is correctly understood, as in the case of 
Professor Perry, there still remains a tendency to blink the con- 
clusions to which such an understanding necessarily leads. Cogni- 
tion, it is generally agreed, serves primarily as the mediator and 
guide to interests or desires, not as their antagonist or substitute. 
Yet Professor Perry, for example, takes, as the unit of value, 
‘‘object-of-interest.’’ But since interests do not have ‘‘objects’’ 
until provided with them by cognition or imagination, Professor 
Perry’s definition presupposes judgment, in some form, not only 
as a condition of its occurrence, but also as a part of the very 
nature of ‘‘value.’’ Of this, to be sure, Professor Perry himself 
is quite aware. But if, by its very nature, cognition is instru- 
mental rather than generative in relation to conduct, and if value 
is regarded as constituted primarily by interest, then it would seem 
to follow that cognition is to be regarded as the servant of value and 
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not as entering into its definition. Our primary motives, as Dewey 
has pointed out, are ‘‘a-rational.’’ This means that they do not 
have goals or ‘‘objects’’ until these are suggested by experience. 
Yet they do not fail to exist, and are none the less urgent, despite 
this. 

For some reason, however, those actual drives or needs which as 
yet have no clearly recognizable ‘‘goals’’ are regarded, even by 
Dewey himself, as unworthy of the term ‘‘value,’’ and are shortly 
brushed aside as having no place in the decisions of moral experi- 
ence or in judgments of value. But if, as I believe, all impulses 
are in themselves a-rational, then even the most ardent believer in 
the importance of reason in conduct will still not deny ‘‘value’’ to 
those affective tendencies which have not been mediated by acts 
of cognitive anticipation or (which is the same thing) provided 
with ‘‘ends-in-view.’’ Indeed, such a person will be all the more 
seriously concerned with the need of recognizing the status of such 
‘*values,’’ since failure to take them into account so commonly 
leads to maladjustment and unhappiness. The function of reason, 
as often as not, is to provide adequate goals for hitherto aimless 
needs. Too often have moralists considered its purpose to be that 
of mere ‘‘corrector’’ or conciliator. 

In principle, it is a sheer accident that any need finds its goal 
or satisfaction. By this I mean that affective tendencies do not, 
in general, have pre-determined ends. What will satisfy and in- 
terest is a matter of fact which can only be determined by experi- 
ence. Any interest, therefore, may remain objectless and aimless 
if it so happens that its possessor has not had the good fortune or 
intelligence to find a goal. I fail to see, therefore, the cogency of 
a theory of value or valuation which grants that values are pri- 
marily affective rather than cognitive or ideational, yet still in- 
sists that the concept of ‘‘value,’’ and therefore the problems of 
conduct, must be limited to those interests or desires which have 
been mediated by an act of judgment, or, in Dewey’s phrase, a 
‘‘valuation.’’ 

In criticizing so-called ‘‘interest theories’? Professor Dewey 
says: 

Theories of valuation which relate it to desire and interest cannot both 
eat their cake and have it. They cannot continually oscillate between a view 
of desire and interest that identifies the latter with impulses just as they hap- 
pen to occur (as products of organic mechanisms) and a view of desire as a 
modification of a raw impulse through foresight of its outcome; the latter alone 


being desire, the whole difference between impulse and desire is made by the 
presence in desire of an end-in-view, of objects as foreseen consequences.2 


2 Theory of Valuation, p. 30. 
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Professor Dewey has an important point here; but I am not sure 
that the way in which he has made it has not misled him into draw- 
ing precisely the wrong conclusion. It is tautological to say that 
intelligence makes ‘‘all the difference’’ between ‘‘raw’’ impulse 
and ‘‘rational’’ desire. From this empty truism it does not follow 
that desires must have ends-in-view if they are to be regarded as 
values, or that, until they do, they are not important in terms of 
their effects upon our well-being. Dewey makes a great deal of 
the words ‘‘value’’ and ‘‘valuing’’ in their active, judgmental 
sense. But unless problems of value theory are to be settled by 
plays on words, we can hardly attribute much significance to the 
fact that when a person, as we say, ‘‘does not know what he 
wants,’’ he has not ‘‘valued,’’ i.e., judged or assessed, the want in 
question. To say that such wants or needs do not have value until 
this is imputed to them by an act of ‘‘valuation’’ on the part of the 
person possessing them is like saying that green is not green until 
it has been so judged. 

One may, if one wishes, restrict the use of the term ‘‘desire’’ 
to those affective tendencies for which an ‘‘object’’ or ‘‘end-in- 
view’’ has been envisaged. But it must be pointed out that no 
‘‘end-in-view’’ is literally present in desire, anymore than the 
object of satisfaction is present in the satisfaction itself. The 
error, here, is similar to that contained in the idea of ‘‘objectified 
pleasure,’’ when literally construed. An interest judgment or 
‘‘valuation’’ may affect the direction which one’s impulse will take, 
but neither the need itself nor the state of affairs which will satisfy 
it are themselves defined or constituted by such a judgment. If 
the ideational aspects of a vital process are capable of being differ- 
entiated from its motive or affective component—and Dewey would 
seem to acknowledge this—then the ideational component is not 
integral or necessary to the occurrence of the latter. Professor 
Dewey admits that ‘‘vital impulses do occur without the superven- 
tion of any process of valuation.’’* Yet he chooses to exclude 
them from any place in the system of values, and, a fortiori, from 
any place in the harmony of satisfactions which constitutes the 
moral ideal. But is this a reasonable exclusion? I can not see 
that it is, since the difference between a ‘‘vital impulse’’ without 
an end and a ‘‘desire’’ with one is not a difference in the status or 
nature of affective tendencies themselves, but, rather, a difference 
in ‘‘existential context’’ or ‘‘situation.’’ 

No sane thinker, to be sure, would wish to deny the overwhelm- 
ing importance, both practical and theoretical, of the difference for 
values which results from the emergence of an end-in-view. But 


3 Op. cit., p. 30. 
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this should not be construed, in my opinion, as a difference upon 
which the definition of value itself should turn. Lest it be said, 
however, that my point is merely ‘‘dialectical,’’ let me add at once 
that the practical consequences of a definition of value which does 
not exclude objectless impulses or their satisfaction are of very 
great importance. The problem of conduct, as it exists in actual 
human life, is not simply one of organization and adjustment be- 
tween ‘‘objects-of-interest’’ or between those desires which have 
already emerged upon the surface of experience. There exists, in 
addition, the two-fold problem (a) of ‘‘correcting’’ interests whose 
‘‘ends-in-view’’ will not provide the anticipated satisfaction, and 
(b) providing ‘‘ends’’ for those which as yet have none at all. 
But an ‘‘incorrect’’ end is, from the point of view of value, no 
better than none at all. In a sense, therefore, the problem remains 
the same with regard to objectless interests and those whose objects 
are ‘‘incorrect.’’ In both cases the problem is one of providing 
goals which will really satisfy the organism. If one does not deny 
value in the case of interests whose mediating judgments are er- 
roneous, I can see no reason why one should deny value in the case 
of interests which have as yet no ‘‘valuation’’ at all. 

To put the matter in another way, a wholly satisfactory life 
involves a harmonious satisfaction of all interests or desires in 
some degree or measure. But the satisfaction of all interests de- 
pends not merely upon an adjustment or reconciliation of those 
actual ends which are already envisaged, but also, in many cases, 
a redirection of the interest toward a different ‘‘end-in-view’’ or 
even the discovery of an end where none already exists. To the 
living individual it is quite as important, in terms of his ultimate 
well-being, that the latter as well as the former interests be realized. 
To exclude interests from the realm of value merely on the ground 
that no ‘‘value’’ has hitherto been put upon them is, in practice, 
however, to exclude an integral part of human happiness. No hu- 
mane or eudemonistic ethics, I submit, would care to accept such a 
consequence of its definitions. 

The alternative to the view suggested in this paper, then, seems 
to me to involve (and, in the history of ethical systems which have 
insisted that only ‘‘rational’’ desires shall be regarded as ‘‘good,”’ 
has involved) the conclusion that the primary moral problem is one 
either of excluding or of suppressing so-called ‘‘irrational’’ appe- 
tites or interests altogether, on the ground that they have no status 
as ‘‘goods.’’ When it is recognized, however, that the function 
of reason is instrumental to and not constitutive of desire, the prob- 
lem of valuation and the function of conduct may be viewed in a 
somewhat different light. 
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In any event, it is suggested that what the several variants of 
the so-called interest theory share in common, and here I have in 
mind not merely Perry and Prall, but Dewey as well, is that for 
all of them values do not arise in the absence of any affective proc- 
ess. If it could be agreed, therefore, that the generic concept of 
‘‘value’’ is to be defined in terms of mere interest or satisfaction, 
then ‘‘prizings,’’ ‘‘objects-of-interest,’’ ‘‘ends-in-view,’’ etc., could 
be regarded as particular cases or dimensions of ‘‘value’’ involving 
no theoretical conflict whatever. Thus Dewey’s theory of valu- 
ation, as well as Perry’s theory of ‘‘objects-of-interest,’’ would fall 
within the scope of a general theory of value as special theories. 
The result, I think, would be of considerable importance. Whereas, 
at present, theorists waste needless intellectual energy opposing 
their theories to one another as conflicting conceptions of the basic 
value-idea, they could, if my view were adopted, save this effort 
for the more important task of exploring the particular types of 
value-process and the special problems which each of them presents. 


IV 


A second type of error which has stood in the way of a wider 
agreement as to the definition of value, and one which also has pre- 
vented a more fruitful development in the field of practical ethics, 
arises from an uncritical or equivocal ‘‘identification’’ of such 
terms as ‘‘perfection,’’ ‘‘realization,’’ ‘‘natural,’’ ‘‘unity,’’ with 
value itself. This error is, of course, most commonly identified 
with the Platonistic and Aristotelian traditions. Be it said, how- 
ever, that it is found, both in the history of ethics and at present, 
not among them alone. Many philosophers who regard themselves 
as naturalists are often guilty of similar equivocations. I wish 
particularly to stress the equivocations which I have in mind, how- 
ever, because it seems to me that many Aristotelians, Spinozists, 
and even Platonists among us are, at least with respect to human 
values, eudemonists in disguise. 

The use of such terms as ‘‘perfection’”’ or ‘‘realization’’ as 
terms which define the constitutive element in the moral ideal has 
led to a confusion of the latter, and hence also a confusion of the 
idea of ‘‘good’’ itself, with some purely logical, epistemic, or meta- 
physical category which, when carefully considered, is seen to be 
merely the condition or ‘‘form’’ of the good. Careful examination 
of the texts of Plato, Aristotle, and Spinoza, however, usually dis- 
closes that when such terms as ‘‘perfection”’ or ‘‘self-sufficiency,”’ 
for example, are ‘‘identified’’ with ‘‘good,’’ the reason which is 
generally given is that nothing would in fact be good unless it were 
also perfect or self-sufficient. 
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Consider the view, commonly attributed to Aristotle, namely, 
that ‘‘good’’ (for man) is ‘‘identical’’ both with happiness and 
with the realization of human nature. Now in so far as this means 
merely that if one realizes one’s potentialities as a human being 
one will be happy, and hence ‘‘good,’’ the only possible source of 
disagreement concerns a purely causal question. As a rule, how- 
ever, the Aristotelian goes further, and insists that the realization 
of nature is what happiness means. They are, it is said, one and 
the same thing. This being so, good in general comes to be identi- 
fied with actuality as such. Yet it seems evident that when 
‘‘good’’ is defined in this way happiness or well-being can no 
longer be regarded as constituting ‘‘goodness,’’ even for man. 
What the Aristotelian forgets is that Aristotle himself began his 
ethical investigations with the assumption that the good for man 
is happiness and only subsequently, after much analysis, concluded 
that the best way to achieve happiness is to realize one’s potentiali- 
ties as a human being. At the very most the alleged ‘‘identifica- 
tion’’ is one of correlation or predication, not of meaning. The 
equivocation arises precisely from a failure to distinguish what 
‘‘good’’ is from what ‘‘good’’ means. The only basis, so far as I 
ean see, for a realizationist ethics lies, therefore, in a confusion of 
the thing itself with one of its properties or conditions. 

Let us take, as another example of the difficulty, Plato’s ideal 
of justice, as the harmonious realization of human functions. If 
one considers what Plato says, it seems clear that the reason why 
the latter is to be regarded as the ideal is that its consequence is 
happiness for the individual and for society. To my mind, in- 
deed, Plato’s conception of the moral ideal so far suggests a wiser 
and more humane view of the matter than the Benthamite principle 
of utility with its unpalatable possibilities of majority tyranny or 
even sadism. Yet most Platonists go beyond the purely eudemo- 
nistic doctrine of the earlier books of the Republic to assert a 
formal identification between the moral ideal and the harmonious 
realization of human faculties or functions. Again, however, the 
only justification for this view lies in a confusion of attribution or 
predication with definition. 

This type of error reveals itself in other ways in the later devel- 
opment of moral philosophy. Aristotle and Plato themselves, I 
believe, accepted the principle of perfect or harmonious happiness 
as the ultimate ground of moral obligation, both in personal and 
social life. Yet their followers in the seventeenth and eighteenth 
centuries transform the purely conditional obligations of their 
masters into ‘‘laws of nature,’’ ‘‘eternal fitnesses,’’ and ‘‘ intrinsic 
perfections,’’ which must be adhered to and realized regardless 
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of .consequences. But ‘‘fitness’’ and ‘‘perfection,’’ like harmony 
and justice themselves, are ideals of adjustment, provident integra- 
tion, and fullness of satisfaction. Their components are interests 
or purposes, not an order of events or a schema of organization 
merely as such. The harmony of any natural order may be quite 
perfect in its kind; but it is not a moral perfection unless its con- 
stituents are themselves good. Indeed it probably never would 
have occurred to moralists to identify the moral ideal with ‘‘har- 
mony’”’ or ‘‘fitness’’ had it not been tacitly assumed that the compo- 
nents of the harmony or the terms of the ‘‘fitness’’ possessed some 
value which made their integration or reconciliation morally man- 
datory. Such being the case, it seems clear that, in principle, noth- 
ing but confusion would be given up by Platonists or Aristotelians 
who accepted a definition of ‘‘good’’ or ‘‘value’’ in terms of in- 
terest or satisfaction. 


V 


Among naturalists themselves agreement has been precluded 
partly by errors of the type considered above, and partly by errors 
in the analysis of human affective processes themselves. 

To consider an instance of the former confusion for a moment, 
it seems evident that no hedonist would ever have conceived of 
“‘oood’’ and ‘‘pleasure’’ as ‘‘identical’’ if it had not been pre- 
supposed that pleasure is the universal object of desire. The im- 
plicit premise of most forms of ethical hedonism, one which, indeed, 
becomes quite explicit in J. S. Mill, is that the only justification for 
calling anything good is the fact that someone desires it. Yet 
many hedonists, forgetting this, come to regard the relation of 
pleasure to ‘‘good’’ as being one of formal identity. 

In most cases, however, the failure of naturalists to come to 
agreement arises from an inability to distinguish sharply between 
the causes or the locus of affective tendencies and the ends or ob- 
jects toward which they tend. Thus egoism, as a theory of desire, 
results primarily from a failure to observe that the locus of an 
interested activity and its object or goal are not, ipso facto, one and 
the same thing. The locus of interest is, to be sure, the self or ego. 
From this, however, it does not follow that the object of desire is 
also the self. Such an inference is quite as specious as that which 
concludes that objects of perception must be mental because they 
are perceived by a ‘‘mind.’’ Both arguments are due to an analy- 
sis which fails to differentiate sufficiently between the separate 
terms of a complex relational structure or process. 

Hedonists, on the other hand, most often confuse the cause or 
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condition of desire with its anticipated or envisaged goal. No one 
would wish to deny, I think, that pleasantness or painfulness in 
some way condition our attitudes toward our objects of interest, 
thus influencing the ‘‘value’’ we impute to them. The pleasant- 
ness or unpleasantness of the present attitude with which we view 
an object usually, or perhaps always, affects our interest in it. But 
it is one thing to say that I desire an object because the state in 
which I now contemplate it is a pleasant one, and quite another to 
say that I desire it for the sake of the pleasure which it is expected 
to provide. Here, I think, something may be learned from the 
ancients who so sharply distinguished between the efficient and 
final ‘‘causes’’ of a thing. 

It may seem, perhaps, that any criticism of egoism and hedon- 
ism is, at this late date, gratuitous. Yet I have found that most 
non-naturalists regard these as in the end identical with the in- 
terest theory, and feel that criticism of the former equally disposes 
of the latter. I have found, also, that most of those who ally them- 
selves with some form of interest theory tend to fall into semi- 
hedonistic or semi-egoistic positions when pressed. What must be 
insisted upon is that interest theories of value do not stand or fall 
with egoism and hedonism, but that, on the contrary, what justifies 
either of them is the tacit assumption that good and evil are to be 
defined in terms of whatever it is that satisfies desire or need. 
Agreement may be hoped for, perhaps, if this assumption is 
emphasized. 

I have considered the above errors, then, not so much in order 
to disprove them, as to show the possibility of a wider concurrence 
of opinion as to the correct definition of value or good. An addi- 
tional purpose, with which I shall be concerned in the succeeding 
section, arises from my conviction that errors in the definition of 
of value in@icate, and, in turn, are partially responsible for, a great 
deal of misapprehension regarding both the value-process itself 
and, even more important, the ethical ideals of conduct. Egoism, 
hedonism, or even estheticism, are, to my mind, inhumane as well 
as confused. To conceive moral ideals in egoistic, hedonistic, or 
even esthetic terms alone, and to pattern conduct in the light of 
ideals so conceived, is, to my mind, to ensure ill-being and unhappi- 
ness. Similarly, those who limit values to those affective processes 
which have been ‘‘evaluated’’ would, if they conducted themselves 
in the light of their theories, ensure merely the suppression or con- 
flict of interests, and, hence, ill-being. Finally, when fetishes are 
made of order, harmony, or fitness, as ultimate goals of human con- 
duct, valuable in their own right, the result can only be oppression 
or sterility. 
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VI 


In the present section, I should like to consider in greater detail 
a view which, as I believe, offers the opportunity for a more fruitful 
development both in value theory and in ethics. What I propose 
is simply a continual reéxamination and mutual criticism of defini- 
tions of value and the basic moral ideals in the light of one another. 
In my judgment, such cross-criticism leads to a more comprehensive 
definition of the concept of ‘‘value’’ than at present exists. It is 
also one which seems to me to be already implicit in a great deal 
of discussion in traditional and contemporary ethics and theory of 
value. At the same time it involves certain revisions in our concep- 
tion of the problem of morality itself. 

Let us consider briefly two of the ideals which, throughout the 
history of ethical inquiry in the west, have been identified as pre- 
eminently moral, namely, justice and good-will. Justice has been 
regarded as a basic concept in morals, I think, because we recog- 
nize that any correct assessment of the moral good to be aimed at 
must begin by recognizing all relevant values as values. The 
‘‘right’’ of any good to be considered in any valuation or judgment 
which, if carried out, will affect it, is constituted by the very fact 
that it is a good. To do it ‘‘justice’’ is, at the very least, essential 
if an evil or wrong is to be deliberately avoided. What ought to 
be done, it may be said, is, broadly speaking, whatever will produce 
the greatest good on the whole in a given context. But what ought 
to be done can not be done, save by accident, unless each value in 
that context is represented as a value, regardless of the amount 
of value it in itself contains. 

Justice is, therefore, a necessary condition of any eudemonistic 
morality ; and the moralist in seeking to be just is simply endeavor- 
ing to give due consideration to every value which he must take 
into account if he is to realize the greatest good possible within a 
certain situation. He must be impartial and ‘‘give every good its 
due,’’ if he is not, from the outset, to run the risk of defeating his 
own integral purpose. Hence, values which the purist or esthete 
or man of affairs are likely to ignore or exclude will be, to him, no 
less necessary to take into account simply because they are unruly, 
fugitive, crude, or impractical. To do justice the moralist is 
thereby bound by his own end to extend the concept of value itself 
beyond any arbitrary limits which may be imposed upon it by those 
who, for one reason or another, are preoccupied exclusively with 
some particular interest or variety of ‘‘good.’’ Plato’s own ideal 
of justice, for instance, compelled him in the end to extend the 
concept of value to include the passions and appetites as well as 
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the purely intellectual concerns with which, as a philosopher, he 
was predisposed to identify goodness itself. By an attempt, in 
short, to discover what it is to which justice is due, we are driven 
to extend the application of the value-idea itself beyond any limits 
which convention, prejudice, tradition, or faulty analysis may have 
imposed upon it. We see that, whatever value may be, if our moral 
ideals impose upon us the obligation to effect as great a realization 
of value as possible, then we can not morally deny recognition to 
any value whatever, whether it be rational or irrational, permanent 
or evanescent, conciliatory or antagonistic. 

The result, I believe, is similar in the ease of good-will. If it be 
asked what this ideal is in itself, it may not be far from the mark 
to say that good-will is simply the love of value itself, the desire to 
foster and implement well-being wherever it may be found. And 
as the just man seeks impartially to take account of each value, so 
the man of good-will seeks to include within his purpose every posi- 
tive and relevant good, regardless of its status or degree of worth. 
If Jesus has seemed to millions of men the very symbol of the spirit 
of good-will, it is, I think, largely because he offers ‘‘salvation’’ to 
every mortal soul, to the wicked as well as the righteous, the down- 
trodden and lowly as well as the highborn and proud. Within the 
compass of an all-embracing good-will every good may find an in- 
violable place which can not be preémpted by the overriding and 
executive demands of a ‘‘practical’’ or worldly society bent only 
on the success of certain particular ends. 

This being so, the good-will must inevitably resist any tendency 
to limit the concept of ‘‘value’’ to those interests or satisfactions 
which custom has endorsed or which have already found a viable 
place within some system of ‘‘valuations.’’ From the standpoint 
of disinterested benevolence any theory of value which restricts its 
basic concept to those interests or satisfactions which have already 
been ‘‘evaluated’’ or ‘‘objectified’’ must seem arbitrary and irra- 
tional. And the same will be true of any other value-theory which 
seeks, to employ a phrase of Professor Lewis, to ‘‘triangulate’’ the 
good. 

We are driven, it seems to me, by the logic of the very moral 
ideals which we acknowledge, and by the ends which they allegedly 
serve, to a conception of value which is more inclusive than any 
which has hitherto been proposed. Such a conception must include 
within its scope anything whatever that may serve or satisfy some 
impulse or craving. Any other view, if adhered to, will stand in 
conflict with enlightened moral practice. Indeed, it will ipso facto 


preclude the possibility of realizing our own profoundest moral 
ideals. 
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On the other hand, the essentially saving and beneficent pur- 
pose of morality is invariably obscured when the interests to which 
it may be consistently applied are arbitrarily narrowed or re- 
stricted. When the function of morality is not conceived as the 
fostering of all interests whatever, so long, at any rate, as they do 
not remain wholly intransigent, morality itself comes to be re- 
garded as merely one of the ingredients of a good life, and not its 
universal and necessary condition; or else it assumes that merely 
harsh and prohibitive character which has given ‘‘morals’’ a bad 
name among those free or rebellious spirits whose needs or aspira- 
tions fall outside some narrow circle of ‘‘good’’ with which virtue 
is alleged to concern itself. Indeed, by a subtle and perverse irony, 
morality itself becomes unjust and even vicious when the principle 
of value upon which it operates excludes or ignores bona fide con- 
cerns and satisfactions as beyond the pale of moral consideration. 
The traditional accusation of ‘‘puritanism’’ ceases to retain any 
force, however, when it is recognized that every need and every 
satisfaction has a presumptive place within any economy of values 
to which the title ‘‘moral’’ is given. Thus freed of all arbitrary 
limitations upon the ‘‘good’’ which it seeks to realize, morality and 
its ideals may be seen to be the business, not merely of the pure 
or pious or high-minded, but of every man. 


Vil 


Before concluding I should like to stress one further conse- 
quence of the view which I have suggested. On the present theory, 
any ‘‘vital impulse’’ has a prima facie claim upon the consideration 
of a good-will or moral purpose. If it is excluded from an economy 
of values in the end, then this is on the ground that it excludes 
itself, because, that is to say, it refuses to accept the conditions of 
coexistence and mutual respect. When it does so exclude itself, 
then, although it may be still recognized as a ‘‘good’’ itself, it ren- 
ders the principle of good-will inoperative with respect to it. This 
simply means, however, that morality can function only in relation 
to values which can be reconciled and which can adjust to one an- 
other. When this is not the case, some other principle of conduct 
must be applied. The truth of this may be seen in the fact of 
tragic conflict. Tragedy occurs, in many instances, not because the 
individual sacrifices his own greater good to a lesser one, but when 
his end(s) can not be reconciled to others with which it is in oppo- 
sition. In the latter case, however, it would be irrelevant to speak 
of such a person as ‘‘immoral,’’ in the same way, and for precisely 
the same reason, that it could be morally irrelevant to condemn a 
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person who kills another in sheer self-defense. There may be a 
sense in which the ‘‘good’’ of a group which is incompatible with 
that of an individual is ‘‘better’’ than the latter. Although this is 
an important question, it lies beyond the province of this paper. 
In any case, before ‘‘good-will’’ can be applied as a principle of 
conduct, it must be assumed that the values which it encompasses 
ean be brought within some manageable organization of interests. 
One may wish to act benevolently toward a certain individual, but 
there sometimes arise situations in which it is not possible to do so 
without destroying oneself. 

Be this as it may, I should insist that the concept of value which 
I urge allows for a richer and more populous moral economy than 
any other, and that the limits of morality which I recognize are 
simply those which life itself imposes. No other system of ethics, 
it seems to me, can apply the principle of benevolence or good-will 
to utterly disparate ends. Hence, if the highest of moral injunc- 
tions is that of good-will, it follows that there are occasions when 
that obligation must of necessity be suspended. This would be 
true, however, no matter how ‘‘good’’ may be defined. 

But the problem is, in a way, of less practical than theoretical 
concern. The necessity for excluding ‘‘values’’ in practice on the 
ground of irreconcilability would be far more infrequent on the 
present view than on any other. Now, as Professor Dewey has 
pointed out, ‘‘Nothing more contrary to common sense can be 
imagined than the notion that we are incapable of changing our 
desires and interests by means of learning what the consequences of 
acting upon them are, or, as it is sometimes put, of indulging them.’’‘ 
This is quite true, and it follows precisely from the fact that we are 
able to distinguish, not only theoretically but also practically, be- 
tween an interest or need and the ‘‘object’’ which has been tenta- 
tively assigned to it ; because, in short, the interest judgment or valu- 
ation which mediates it is not, in nearly all cases,* intrinsic to its 
existence as an interest. The substitution of one ‘‘object’’ for an- 
other as ‘‘end-in-view’’ can be justified morally, however, only if 
value itself is not defined in such a way that ‘‘ends-in-view’’ or 
‘‘objects-of-interest’’ are constitutive of value. 


4 Dewey, op. cit., p. 31. 

5In an earlier version of the present paper I had said ‘‘in all cases.’’ 
Professor Ernest Nagel has-convinced me, however, that there are in some 
instances interests which are so specialized that they have only one individual 
‘*end-in-view.’’ In such a case substitution would be impossible, and to deny 
the particular end in question is tantamount to denying the interest altogether. 


The love of a certain picture, or, possibly, the love of a particular person, 
might be instances of such interests. 
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Where value is so defined, then not only does substitution of 
one ‘‘goal’’ for another become morally unjustifiable, but also it 
is impossible, since in such a case a proposed ‘‘substitution’’ is not 
merely the re-orientation of an old value or interest, but its replace- 
ment by a new one. If not only value but interest itself is defined 
in such a way that it must have an object in order to be an interest, 
then to change the object is to constitute a different interest. In 
such a case, the replacement of an old value or interest by a new 
one may provide a ‘‘good’’ which is ‘‘just as good’’ as the old 
one; but this in no way provides a moral solution to the problem 
of bringing about a harmonious integration of those interests which 
already exist. Similarly, one man may be as ‘‘good’’ as another, 
for certain purposes, but to exclude him from a community simply 
to make way for someone else who may, perhaps, be less difficult, 
in no way does justice to the first and in no way increases the well- 
being of the community of which he was a part. A theory of value, 
however, which accepts the implications of relative independence 
between cognition and desire, and which, therefore, defines value 
solely in terms of the latter, is not at all embarrassed by the obvious 
moral and practical necessity of ‘‘substituting’”’ one ‘‘end-in-view”’ 
for another. On such a view, a certain ‘‘object’’ or ‘‘end-in-view”’ 
may be sacrificed to the general good of which its own determining 
interest is a part without any moral equivocation or evasion what- 
ever. But if values are defined in terms of ‘‘ends-in-view,’’ I see 
no way of sacrificing an end without automatically sacrificing a 
value. In which ease, the sacrifice would be genuine, but not the 
value. 

In conclusion, it seems to me that the view of value suggested 
(but not defined) * in the present paper is the only one which I 
have been able to square with the moral ideals which the great ethi- 
cists, as well as the conscience of mankind, have generally acknowl- 
edged. The others which I have considered appear to involve, at 
any rate as they stand, insuperable paradoxes and contradictions. 
In many cases, I think, the results, were they put into practice, 
would be unhappy or capricious. At the same time, however, I 
think that when the underlying presuppositions of these other con- 
ceptions of value are freed from ambiguity and equivocation, or 
when the theory of motives which they involve is seen to be defec- 


6In explanation of my failure to provide a formal definition of my own, 
I submit the following reasons: (a) I am somewhat uncertain whether 
‘‘value’? should be defined in terms of interest or in terms of satisfaction. 
(b) While I am at present inclined to define values in terms of satisfaction, 
the only proposal for a definition in such terms which I find acceptable, 
namely, ‘‘whatever would satisfy need,’’ involves a modal word as to the 
analysis of which I remain uncertain. 
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tive, it is quite evident that the broad view of value, proposed in 
the present paper, is implicit in all of them. 


Henry Davin AIKEN 
CoLUMBIA UNIVERSITY 


THE EGO-ALTER DIALECTIC AND THE 
CONSCIENCE ? << 


ISCUSSIONS of the meaning and function of conscience are 

often confused because the word is used in broad and over- 
generous fashion to refer now to one, now to another, aspect of 
what is a highly complex experience. One can make a beginning 
toward the analysis and understanding of this experience only by 
separating out one element in the complex or by following through 
one motif in its interweavings and entanglements with other motifs. 
A distinguishable element which promises to be a good clue to the 
understanding of ‘‘conscience’’ in the broad sense is the appear- 
ance in the realm open to introspection of a moral dialogue, the 
phenomenon of a duality in the self in which one is judged, coun- 
seled, commanded, approved, or condemned by an alter in the ego. 
Socrates’ references to the daimon, Kant’s description of the inner 
court in which the self is both the judge and the accused, Adam 
Smith’s careful analyses of the division of the self into an agent 
and an impartial spectator, and many other accounts, point to this 
inner dialectic, which seems to be generally and perhaps universally 
experienced by men. 

The analysis of this motif unfortunately has often been incom- 
plete. Idealism, as in Kant, seems to confuse the inner dialectic be- 
tween doer and spectator with the conflict between the reason and 
the passions or between ‘‘the law in the mind’’ and the ‘‘law in the 
members’’; empiricists like Westermarck tend to mix the polarity 
between self and disinterested spectator, the representative of so- 
ciety, with the duality of reason and emotion. When these confu- 
sions are recognized it is possible to separate clearly, as neither 
idealism nor empiricism has done adequately, two distinct move- 
ments in the moral life: (1) the conflict between the more and less 
socialized, integrated, and rational organizations of ideas, drives, 
and sentiments within a self; and (2) the dialectic in the self be- 
tween an other and the self in which the future or past acts of the 
self are subjected to scrutiny. Both movements take place in the 
moral life; there can be no question of an either-or. Reason and 


1 This paper was read in slightly different form at a recent meeting of 
the American Theological Society, in New York. 
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emotion enter into both; one of these actions is not more character- 
ized by emotionalism or by rationalism than the other. 

In emphasizing the second movement, the ego-alter dialogue, the 
empiricists appear to have directed attention to a more funda- 
mental factor than the idealists have done with their interest in the 
rational-empirical self dualism. But be that as it may, it is desir- 
able that the empiricist’s analysis, purged of its false identifications 
of social with emotional factors, be more fully developed and that 
certain of the problems of conscience be examined from the point 
of view of the ego-alter dialectic in the self. Toward that end the 
following suggestions are offered. 


I 


We may make a beginning by asking who the self is which, in 
the moral experience in question, submits its intended or completed 
actions as well as its habits and character to the judgment of an 
invisible other; who the other is and what relation exists between 
them. 

The self in the dialectic is knower and known, subject and ob- 
ject. In this sense the idealists are right; the self is both trans- 
cendent and empirical. But it does not know itself immediately 
and the self which knows is not a different self from the one which 
is known. It must and does regard itself with the eyes of an other, 
of an impartial spectator or judge. What G. H. Mead has said in 
general about the self applies in particular to the situation which 
we are considering : 

The individual experiences himself as such, nof directly, but only indirectly, 
from the particular standpoints of other individual members of the same 
social group, or from the generalized standpoint of the social group as a 
whole to which he belongs. For he enters his own experience as a self or 
individual, not directly or immediately, not by becoming a subject to himself 
but only in so far as he first becomes an object to himself just as other indi- 
viduals are objects to him or in his experience; and he becomes an object to 
himself only by taking the attitudes of other individuals toward himself within 
a social environment or context of experience and behavior in which both he 
and they are involved.2 

‘We are in possession of selves just in so far as we can and do take 
the attitudes of others toward ourselves and respond to those atti- 
tudes.’’* We may leave out the ‘‘in so far’’ since it is always per- 
ilous to argue from silence. We know ourselves only in the pres- 
ence of another ; we are not entitled to affirm on this ground that we 
exist only in the presence of another. Mead’s fundamental point 
is clear : the self can be both subject and object because it is a social 


2 Mind, Self and Society, p. 138. 
3 The Philosophy of the Present, pp. 189-190. 
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being which knows itself through the mediation of another. One 
and the same self, rational and emotional, is subject and object as, 
to use a parable, it is one and the same eye which sees and is seen 
in a mirror. 

Who is the other on whose presence the self is dependent if it is 
to judge itself? At this point the social theorists seem to be singu- 
larly narrow in their interpretations, for too often they conceive 
of the self as living in a single society. So Durkheim, who may be 
excused, since he is dealing with primitive forms of religious and 
moral life. But Mead, who is describing a more complex situation, 
also appears to think of the self as existing in only one society. 
We assume the generalized attitude of the group, in the censor that stands at 
the door of our imagery and inner conversations, and in the affirmation of 
the laws and axioms of the universe of discourse. ... Our thinking is an 
inner conversation in which we may be taking the rdéles of specific acquaint- 


ances over against ourselves, but usually it is with what I have termed the 
‘* generalized other’’ that we converse. 


The ‘‘generalized other’’ is a sort of composite photograph which 
the self makes of the associates in his society. What should, how- 
ever, be considered more seriously is the fact that the self does not 
live in one society but in many communities, and these are not con- 
centric as is so often assumed when a progression from family to 
nation to mankind is spoken of. The self does not deal with one 
‘‘generalized other’’ only but with many, and not all its ‘‘others’’ 
are ‘‘generalized.’’ In self-knowledge and self-judgment the self 
may meet representatives of the family circle—‘‘incorporated par- 
ent images whose forbiddings have to be obeyed.’’ He may meet 
representatives, more or less faithfully imaged, of his professional 
group, so that he judges himself with the judgment of a profes- 
sional ethics, which is not a part of the national ethics but is both 
broader and narrower. He meets and understands himself through 
the members of his religious community. As a Christian he judges 
and examines himself ‘‘in the eyes’’ of Jesus Christ, who is not a 
representative of a society so much as the spiritual organizer of a 
community. The ‘‘I’’ may meet and confront itself through a rep- 
resentative or epitome or center and source of the universal commu- 
nity, that is, through God as the most general other or as the God 
of revelation. So the self is not a member of one society merely 
and there is not a single other before whom he feels pride and 
shame, from whom he receives counsel and judgment. He may 
meet a representative of polite society and feel a profound sense of 
guilt for the infraction of a rule of etiquette; he may judge himself 
in the eyes of an other for whom mercy is more than sacrifice. 


¢ Ibid., p. 190. 
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Two other affirmations about the other in whose presence the 
self knows itself must be made. First, the self does not freely 
choose and freely represent the other to itself. To be sure, there is 
an element of self-activity both in the choice of the other and in the 
representation of his character; one may ask oneself, ‘‘ How would 
this act look from the viewpoint of So-and-So’’? Moreover, in our 
efforts to avoid knowing ourselves as others know us we do try to 
imagine very friendly others. But to a large extent the others who 
present themselves to the self are aggressive, entering into the inner 
life unbidden and confronting the self with painful views of itself. 
How they make their entrances, by what modes of conditioning, by 
what public and physical meetings they establish themselves in con- 
sciousness we will not inquire. But it is evident that the self does 
not have power over them to fashion them in its own image. 

The second point that needs to be considered is whether the 
other is indeed an ‘‘impartial spectator,’’ animated by ‘‘disinter- 
ested emotions.’’ It is evident that the other on whose judgment 
the self depends in judging itself is not uninterested but endowed 
with profound attachments to certain beings, values, or modes of 
conduct, though these attachments differ with the nature of the 
particular other whose judgment is given or sought. The dis- 
interestedness of the other seems to lie in the fact that he is inter- 
ested not primarily in the self but in a cause, in some value which 
is common to the self and to the other or, more frequently, in the 
society which it represents and to which the self belongs. Hence 
the other can judge the self disinterestedly, that is, by reference to 
its relation to the cause. 

In summary, then, the moral situation in which the self gives 
laws to itself, judges itself, approves or condemns itself, is not one 
in which a higher self confronts a lower self but one in which a 
reasoning and feeling self takes toward itself the attitude of an 
other which it represents to itself or which is presented to it. 


II 


From the point of view of this analysis we may now attempt to 
examine some of the problems connected with the term ‘‘con- 
science’’ without maintaining that the latter word applies only to 
such experiences as have been described or that the answers we 
shall receive are in any sense complete. The questions we must try 
to deal with concern the authority in such moral experience, the 
verification of inner judgments and the relation of the good con- 
_ Science to the consoled conscience. 

The question of authority is divisible into several more specific 
questions, the first of which inquires into the authorship of the 
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judgments which are passed upon the self, of the commands and 
counsels which are given to it in the dialectical moral situation. 
On the one hand the author seems to be the other in the mind, 
imagination, or consciousness. It is the voice of a god or of God 
which seems to say ‘‘Thou shalt not.’’ It is the parent, or the 
neighbor, or society in the self which judges. The more the self 
rebels against the view of itself or the command which is imposed 
upon it the more it ascribes authorship to the other.~ On the other 
hand, however, it is the self which judges or commands itself in the 
presence of the other. It gives.a law to itself and unless it did this 
it would not be a responsible self. Both statements may be true, 
for the authorship in such a dialectic situation can not be ascribed 
to the one or to the other but only to the common mind. Thus 
when the other in the mind is the image of Jesus Christ and the 
dialectical reflection leads to a command or a judgment, it is pos- 
sible to affirm either that the self, as a Christian, has judged or that 
Christ within has judged, but in truth the authorship of the com- 
mand or judgment belongs to the society of self and Jesus Christ. 
If the other in the mind is a representative of the nation, for in- 
stance in the image of a soldier, and the judgment is that I ought 
to make greater sacrifice for the common cause or that I have done 
wrong in seeking exemptions from burdens, the authority is the 
political society on the one hand and the self as a member of that 
society on the other; but it seems better to say that the author is 
political society in the self or the self in political society. Both 
those who maintain that the self is its own sole legislator and those 
who regard all such legislation as pure echo of social injunctions 
seem to be mistaken.” The authorship is a joint authorship. If the 
self could choose with what others it would converse or if a society 
could determine that only its representatives should appear in the 
mind, then, in different senses, joint authorship would be an illu- 
sion. But neither sort of determination seems possible, despite the 
resistance the self can offer to the entrance of another and despite 
the devices of social propaganda. 

The second question about authority is the question of sanc- 
tions. What induces the self to accept the laws or judgments 
which proceed from the authorship described above? The answer 
seems clear. The consequence of transgressing such a self-given 
social law or of evading such a judgment is self-exclusion from the 
society represented by the other. Sometimes the effort has been 
made to draw a distinction between the fear of exclusion from some 
visible society and the sense of guilt felt by the self in conscience. 
There seems to be no valid distinction between the two except in 
matter of degree. In guilt, whether it be guilt before a provincial 
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or a universal other, the self fears exclusion from a society. When 
_ the self together with the other passes adverse judgment on itself 
in the inner forum, it excludes itself from a society. The knowl- 
edge that the self is excluded in the internal forum and the fear 
that externally also the society concerned will exclude the embodied 
self are involved in the sense of guilt. No absolute distinction can 
be made at this point between spiritual societies and natural socie- 
ties, for every real natural community has an internal side, is ex- 
perienced by persons inwardly ; and every real spiritual community 
must have an external embodiment, that is, be experienced by per- 
sons outwardly. The ability of the inner to be externalized ‘and of 
the external to become spiritual is the test in each case of the reality 
of community. 

A third question about authority concerns the court of last re- 
sort. If it be true that the self exists in many societies and in this 
sense has many consciences, is there one society or one other whose 
judgment is final, from which there is no appeal? The question 
and its answers lead into all the intricacies of the relations of reli- 
gion and ethics, of faith and laws, of worship and conduct. It 
seems that in so far as the self has one such last other, or last society 
which constitutes its last resort, after it has been excluded from or 
has excluded itself from all other companionships, in so far it has 
a god, a being on which it is absolutely dependent for its value and 
one whose judgment it can not deny without denying itself. It is 
not so apparent that all selves are aware of having one such last 
other, since the polytheistic pluralism of the moral life appears in 
the readiness with which the self flies from one companionship to 
another and changes not only the content but also the form of its 
conscience. Though the voice of conscience is always the voice of 
one god, one is not entitled to affirm that the voice of conscience is 
the voice of God. On the whole it appears that the sense of a final 
other, of a court of last resort in the moral life of man, is intimately 
connected with historical henotheism and monotheism. The con- 
victions that the one behind the many is God and that God is one, 
that the Universal is divine and that God is universal are probably 
more primitive than the convictions that the self ought to abide by 
one law, be subject to one judgment, that there is a last court from 
which there is no appeal, a last other from whom the self can not 
escape. At the least, the unity of self and the unity of the other 
go hand in hand and it is impossible to ascribe priority to the 
former. 

A second series of problems of conscience on which the social 
analysis may cast some light is the one which raises questions about 
the inerrancy or validity of the pronouncements of the inner legis- 
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lature and the inner court. From the point of view of the social 
analysis it is impossible to maintain that the results of the inner 
moral dialectic are ever beyond need of verification. The validity 
which may attach to them is the value of obligatory pronounce- 
' ments; their validity is that of the present moment. It is not pos- 
sible to maintain that the pronouncements, the laws, the ‘‘guilty’s’’ 
and ‘‘not guilty’s’’ are final in the sense of not being subject to 
‘review. The inner judgments are always subject to a twofold error 
and must submit to a twofold verification. First, the self may be 
mistaken about the other in whose company it passed its judg- 
ments; secondly, the abstraction of the inner life from the public 
life may lead to misrepresentation of the other. The first mistake 
is very common. We regard as the voice of God or of Christ or of 
humanity what is the voice of some ‘‘generalized other’’ who is 
really the representative of a localized group. The confusion of 
the spirits is an old and a constant problem which the idealized 
versions of conscience rarely face. _Who the spiritual other is in 
whose companionship we make our laws and pass our judgments 
always requires careful inquiry; the idea of the other is subject to 
constant clarification. ~Secondly, the inner verdict must always be 
compared with an external verdict. The Christ within is often a 
corrupted form of the Jesus Christ of the church and history; the 
spirit of democracy is often a biased portrait of the democratic 
movement in history and public life. Protestantism, spiritualism, 
and individualism in their flight from the errors of the visible socie- 
ties, the states and churches with their laws and courts, have tended 
to attach the same absolute value to the inner deliberations which 
they denied to the public or external judgments. Both seem rela- 
tive to a high degree but one way in which they can be checked is 
by comparison with each other. It is equally important that inter- 
nal judgments of guilt and internal injunctions to action be verified 
by reference to visible and audible neighbors. In any case undue 
concentration on the inner life, religiously and morally, appears 
to lead to as many errors as does undue concentration on public 
institutions. 

The third series of problems about conscience is raised by moral- 
ists for whom the forgiveness of sins is an immoral idea and by 
theologians for whom the moralists’ tendency to confine: men to 
good or bad conscience is impious and faithless. The arguments 
which have arisen in this field may be due to the fact that the moral- 
ists have usually assumed that the duality in the self was between 
reason and passion, while the theologians have really operated with 
a social pattern. If we are dealing in our inner life only with a 
rational self and a passionate soul, the moralists are probably right. 
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There is no room in such existence for the forgiveness of sins, or 
for the consoled conscience. But the theological analysis under- 
stands that when the other in the self, the Holy Spirit, let us say, 
is loyal to his cause, the universal community, and in the light of 
that cause requires the self to judge itself to be a transgressor, he 
ean yet be friendly to the self. Instead of excluding the self from 
eompanionship with the divine other the latter remains within the 
self, a source of consolation, and of inspiration toward the keeping 
of the principles which have been transgressed.) | The choice does 
not lie between the good conscience of a self which has kept all its 
laws and the bad conscience of the transgressor, but between the 
dull conscience which does not discern the greatness of the other 
and the loftiness of his demands, the agonized conscience of the 
awakened, and the consoled conscience of one who in the company 
of the spirit seeks to fulfill the infinite demands of the infinite 
other. ) 

These general and tentative reflections need to be developed in 
detail in order that their fruitfulness and adequacy may be tested. 
It does appear, however, that the suggested approach is more in line 
with the theological as well as with the psychological and sociologi- 
cal understanding of moral experience than is the idealistic or 
‘‘higher self’’ pattern of thought. 


H. RicHarp NIEBUHR 
YALe UNIVERSITY 
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The Dream of Descartes, together with some other Essays. JAcQUES 
Maritain. Translated by Mabelle L. Andison. New York: 
Philosophical Library. 1944. 220 pp. $3.00. 


Huckleberry Finn, beginning his epic, and noting that he might 
already be known to some readers through a book made by Mr. 
Mark Twain called the Adventures of Tom Sawyer, insists upon 
the essential accuracy of Mr. Twain’s narrative. Here and there, 
Huck concedes, Mr. Twain may have put in a few stretchers. But 
on the whole the book was sound. Now Jacques Maritain, like 
Huck, is a kindly and charitable person. It is clear, then, that in 
his judgment the books made by René Descartes contain, not a few 
stretchers, but a considerable number of whoppers. A stretcher, if 
stretched sufficiently, presumably becomes a whopper. René Des- 
cartes must have stretched things inordinately. At any rate, Mari- 
tain points out that he has often said ‘‘that Descartes (or Carte- 
sianism) has been the great French sin in modern history’’ (p. 
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186). Maritain, although a Frenchman, would admit that the 
French have a certain amount of sinfulness. Perhaps, on the aver- 
age, by and large, and on the whole, they are somewhat better than 
other folk. Even so, the estimate is devastating. Thumping big 
whoppers, then, not just stretchers, were achieved by Descartes. 
This satanism, as the charitable Jacques Maritain makes clear, was 
perhaps not intentional. Indeed, it was the (somewhat) para- 
doxical result of angelism (p. 28) and the fallacy of univocity. 

Stretchers and whoppers can be discerned only by using some 
means of measurement. Maritain makes quite clear the measure 
he has employed. ‘‘ Are we going to waver endlessly between Des- 
cartes and Pascal? It is not between Descartes and Pascal that 
we must choose; the problem thus posed is without a solution. St. 
Thomas Aquinas is the one who answers the errors of Descartes with- 
out getting rid of anything that Descartes has grasped’’ (pp. 184- 
185). There developed in Descartes himself ‘‘a struggle, silent but 
merciless, not against theology as such, but against Scholastic theol- 
ogy. .. . With a new philosophy, a new theology will follow. The 
result seems to show clearly enough that one cannot grapple with 
Scholastic theology without grappling with theology itself; or break 
with St. Thomas without breaking with sacred wisdom’’ (p. 84). 
The Cartesian reform, ‘‘if ‘Christian’ in appearance, nay in inten- 
tion as well,’’ logically brought about ‘‘the subversion of the Chris- 
tian edifice’ (p. 85). Maritain applies his measure to the work of 
Descartes with erudition, with glowing imagination, with force and 
perhaps secret despair. In terms of the measure, he finds that Des- 
cartes separates, disassociates, isolates (p. 86). He finds, with 
Gilson, that the Cartesian philosophy ‘‘breaks the superior concili- 
ations in which the great antinomies of the real were resolved by 
Scholasticism. . . .”’ (p. 45). 

All of these findings are intelligible, even to those who may not 
regard them as convincing, in view of Maritain’s means of measure- 
ment for the discovery of whoppers. But they may leave the 
reader—at least they leave this reviewer—puzzled and baffled. The 
Scholasticism against which Descartes struggled is apparently re- 
garded by Maritain as a debased form. The Aristotelianism of the 
day was decadent. One gathers that Descartes was at least not 
guilty of causing the debasement and decadence. Just how did the 
conciliations of the great antinomies get unconciliated? Was Des- 
cartes acquainted with Scholasticism only in debased forms, despite 
his estimate—or the estimate attributed to him—that Thomas was 
the greatest of all theologians? To what extent should Descartes’ 
doctrines be understood, as to their peculiar forms of statement and 
rhetorical devices, in relation to this deteriorated Scholasticism? 
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Maritain, it is important to note, does not seem to think that the 
Cartesian ‘‘reform’’ was illusory. It was a reform. It was not a 
whopper. ‘‘From beneath the stern and mighty brow of Descartes 
shine two living truths, two precious truths—one that is old, the 
other new. The latter is the young truth of physico-mathematical 
science, the former is that ancient truth, the Socratic and Christian 
precept: Go back into thyself and into the spiritual element which 
is within thee’’ (p. 35). If, then, St. Thomas is the one who an- 
swers all the errors of Descartes without getting rid of anything 
that Descartes has grasped, these two living and precious truths— 
one of them new—must be wholly congenial with St. Thomas’s doc- 
trine, perhaps demanded by it for its own completion. The ex- 
plicit assimilation of these truths within the body of Thomism, one 
ean not but conjecture, might entail an extraordinary wave of re- 
organization. Is it quite fair, then, to apply the means of measure- 
ment so rigorously? What, indeed, would remain of Cartesianism 
if these two living truths were isolated? Can they be separated off 
from the doctrinal system of Cartesianism ? 

This little collection of papers variously dated—only one of 
which was prepared especially for this volume—is written with 
Jacques Maritain’s usual and seductive charm. Its vigor seems to 
be tempered by a certain wistful reluctance caused, it may be, by 
the haunting thought that the past is irrecoverable. Maritain is 
French. He is, accordingly, in a degree and in spite of himself, 
Cartesian. Two living and previous truths are an achievement for 
any philosopher. Perhaps, after all, the whoppers in the books 
made by René Descartes are really stretchers rather than whoppers. 
Jacques Maritain and Huckleberry Finn are distinctly unlike in 
one respect at least. Huck, it will be recalled, having learned that 
Moses and the Bullrushers had been dead for a considerable time, 
lost interest in them. Huck declares that he takes no stock in dead 
people. Jacques Maritain, however, does take stock in dead people. 
In Descartes? Yes, evidently—and even in Plato. 

ALBERT G. A. Baz 


UNIVERSITY OF VIRGINIA 


The Moral Therapy of Evolutionary Naturalism. Wiuutam S. 
QumuiAN, Jr. (Yale Studies in Religious Education, XVII.) 
New Haven: Yale University Press. London: Humphrey Mil- 
ford. Oxford University Press. 1945. xiv-+ 154 pp. $3.00. 


Dr. Quillian’s study arises out of a feeling that we are in a 
‘dangerous contradiction’? created by our cherishing ideals like 
“those proclaimed in the Four Freedoms’’ and, at the same time, 
believing in two ‘‘dogmas’’: ‘‘that science is all sufficient’? and 
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‘‘that what is natural is right.’’ Like many who share his opposi- 
tion to contemporary naturalism, he has examined its genealogy, 
and concluded that ethical naturalism is to be found most com- 
pletely developed in the second half of the nineteenth century. He 
expounds, therefore, the theories of Darwin, W. K. Clifford, Leslie 
Stephen, Spencer, and Guyau, in so far as they try to account for 
the origin and standards of morality (pp. 27-72) ; he criticizes these 
theories (pp. 73-109) ; he tries to meet the evolutionist attack on 
religious morality and to present ‘‘the metaphysical foundations of 
normative morality’? (pp. 110-138). Mr. Quillian’s main task is 
negative: to refute the moral theory of evolutionary naturalism 
(and, by implication, all varieties of naturalism, since most of his 
arguments do not depend on the fact that the naturalism in ques- 
tion is evolutionary). Although at times he is careful not to con- 
clude from his supposed refutation that a theory of morality with- 
out religion is impossible, Mr. Quillian believes this to be the case, 
and in the last part of the book tries to advance some independent 
evidence for his belief. 

Quillian criticizes Darwin for believing that individuals imme- 
diately sense rightness and wrongness, and argues against this that 
‘*Moral qualities do not simply inhere in acts, but they are func- 
tions of the relations of persons to actions’”’ (p. 77). But this is 
hardly what one would expect of an opponent of naturalism, espe- 
cially one who makes so much of G. E. Moore’s naturalistic fallacy 
as a device for refuting the view at hand. For if moral qualities 
are ‘‘functions of the relations of persons to actions,’’ quite obvi- 
ously they are naturalistic properties in the sense forbidden by 
Moore in his earliest view of the subject. This is not the only in- 
consistency bound up with Quillian’s use of this ‘‘fallacy.’’ He 
expresses it in one place as ‘‘the error in taking some property or 
quality other than moral goodness and considering it to be the same 
as goodness of character’’ (p. 109). But when it is formulated in 
this, its most general form, it is intended (by Moore in Principia 
Ethica) as a fallacy of which metaphysical ethics is equally guilty. 
Now it is rather inconvenient for Mr. Quillian to make this explicit, 
since he himself is an advocate of an ethics founded on God as ‘‘a 
Creative Mind at work in the world’’; indeed, he believes that ‘‘the 
ultimate source of those evaluations which are expressed in our 
moral judgments is God’’ (p. 128). His conception of the good 
and the right, however, is rather obscure, though clear enough for 
us to gather that they are connected in some way or other with God. 
Nothing so simple and clear as the view that the right is what is 
commanded by God, but God, it would seem, enters into the moral 
life in a way which would make it wholly appropriate to describe 
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the view as ‘‘theological naturalism’’ (pace Broad). But if this 
is true, Mr. Quillian is obliged to take Mr. Moore’s many-edged 
sword—the naturalistic fallacy—and to apply it to his own views, 
for they too ‘‘take some property other than goodness’’ and con- 
sider it to be the same as goodness, at least so far as Moore is 
concerned. 

In general, Mr. Quillian’s argument is a sample of the question- 
able (though royal) road travelled by those who appeal to ‘‘falla- 
cies’’ in order to dismiss bundles of views wholesale. If a philoso- 
pher advances a naturalistic view of ethical concepts, it seems rather 
absurd to reply that this is a fallacy because the good is what it is 
and not another thing (this is all the ‘‘fallacy’’ amounts to in its 
most general form’). It is always more convincing to advance 
more specific arguments as to why the particular analysis is wrong. 
This commends itself as the more reasonable way of arguing, be- 
cause no naturalist will claim that he is identifying the good with 
something else when he is analyzing it (provided, of course, that he 
has an approximately clear idea of what analysis involves). 
Bishop Butler’s maxim can only be applied to a philosopher who 
argues explicitly that some particular thing is another thing. But- 
ler, however, is of no help if what you have to show is that the 
philosopher has falsely identified the good with something else. 

Since he subscribes to a religious morality, Mr. Quillian is at 
pains to refute the criticism of religious morals advanced by the 
evolutionists. He argues that they fail to understand the essence 
of religion, which they confuse with ‘‘its external, humanly devel- 
oped expressions’’ (p. 118). And they make this confusion, he 
says, because they are ‘‘spectators’’ who ‘‘cut themselves off from 
any possibility of understanding the real meaning and truth of 
religion.’’ Apparently one must not be a spectator—that is, non- 
religious—in order to understand religious doctrine, to say nothing 
of believing it. But surely one purpose of Mr. Quillian’s book is 
to convince some ‘‘spectators,’’ and if one must be religious before 
one can understand religion, the prospects of converting spectators 
by the use of explanation and argument are rather slim. Now Mr. 
Quillian has an interesting way of avoiding this conclusion. He 
believes that all the severely anti-religious thinkers of the late nine- 
teenth century are basically religious. He agrees with C. C. J. 
Webb that ‘‘the feeling which frequently inspires some of the most 
active hostility encountered by religious tradition . . . is in a most 
true sense a religious feeling.’’ This paradox, of course, has curi- 
ous consequences ; apparently the only way to succeed in one’s anti- 


1¥For an illuminating discussion of this question see W. K. Frankena’s 
‘‘The Naturalistic Fallacy,’? Mind, Vol. XLVIII (1939). 
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religious views is not to protest too much. Nevertheless, the re- 
viewer will risk becoming what he is not (in a most true sense) in 
order to point out that the present book establishes neither the exist- 
ence nor the moral significance of God. 


Morton G. WHITE 
CoLUMBIA UNIVERSITY 


NOTES AND NEWS 


The directors of the JouURNAL OF PHILOSOPHY wish to announce 
the following actions taken at a recent meeting: 

Professors Alexandre Koyré and Jean Wahl, who are returning 
to their posts at the Collége de France, will report to this JouRNAL 
periodically news and reviews of recent philosophical publications 
in France. 

Dr. Henry D. Aiken, Associate in Philosophy at Columbia Uni- 
versity, has been added to this JouRNAL’s staff of book editors. 

Beginning July 1, 1945, the price of single numbers of this 
JOURNAL will be twenty-five cents. 


John A. Irving has resigned his position as Professor and Head 
of the Department of Philosophy and Psychology, University of 
British Columbia, to accept an appointment, effective July 1, 1945, 
as Professor of Ethics and Social Philosophy, Victoria College, Uni- 
versity of Toronto. Before going to British Columbia in 1938 he 
was Assistant Professor of Philosophy in Princeton University. 











